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the essence of this vital young man for friend
and stranger alike. For these kind acts in our
greatest time of need, I and my family will al-
ways be grateful to Father Pat.

Mr. Speaker, moments of crisis often bring
brief flashes of insight so brilliant that we are
forever changed in our view of the world. In a
moment of darkness, I was given an oppor-
tunity to truly understand the mission of a par-
ish priest as an agent of divine compassion
and strength. I and my family were held in
Mighty Hands and bathed in a river of sublime
love. Father Pat, a man of the people and a
man of God, has spent 50 years shaping him-
self to be a funnel of that great Power. There
can be no greater calling.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I voted
against the Defense Appropriations bill last
night because of its pricetag that is unprece-
dented in peacetime and unjustified by the
threat, and the misplaced priorities within the
bill.

Representative DEFAZIO’S amendment was
a step in a more rational direction. It would
have reduced the next two years’ purchases
of F–22 fighter aircraft, as recommended by
the General Accounting Office, and redirected
the savings to readiness and quality of life ac-
counts.

It was a modest amendment, and it did not
cut money from the defense budget. It just
spent it on higher-priority issues at a time
when the F–22 continues to experience tech-
nical problems and we already have the
world’s most advanced fighter, the F–15.

The $930 million saved would have been
spent instead on items that were not funded at
the level requested by the Department of De-
fense, or were included on the Pentagon’s un-
funded ‘‘wish list.’’ Those items include addi-
tional funding for troops on food stamps, nu-
clear threat reduction, bonus payments to sail-
ors on sea duty, facilities maintenance, spare
parts, and recruiting.

I want to also speak to the larger issues of
the bill. We made some gains this year on the
issue of military retirees’ health care. Most im-
portant is this bill’s provision of $94 million for
a pharmacy benefit for all Medicare-eligible
military retirees and eligible family members.
This set an important precedent for us to
eventually provide prescription drug coverage
to all Medicare recipients. Those who have
served in our military are a well-deserving
group with which to start.

This bill continues various health care dem-
onstration projects—including Medicare sub-
vention and the Federal Employees Health
Benefits Plan. Another important aspect of
military retiree health care included in this bill
is the Uniformed Services Family Health Plan.
These are locally-run, community-based
HMOs that provide military retirees another
choice. I look forward to the findings of the
independent oversight panel funded in this bill
which will present recommendations to Con-
gress on a permanent military health care pro-
gram for the Medicare-eligible.

Unfortunately, there continue to be unmet
needs. The Department of Defense Comp-
troller has just done a study that shows that
the military health care system for active-duty
and retirees up to age 65 as currently struc-
tured is underfunded over the next 6 years by
$9 billion.

In addition to taking care of its people, our
military has an important role to play in taking
care of the environment, Congress needs to
make clear that cleaning up after itself is a
cost of doing business for our military just as
it is for any other polluter.

DOD is responsible for environmental clean-
up at thousands of what are known as For-
merly-Used Defense Sites. At many of these
properties, owned by private parties and state,
local, and tribal governments, the public may
come into contact with residual contamination.
The cost of completing this cleanup is esti-
mated at over $7 billion by the Army Corps of
Engineers, yet funding in this bill is less than
$200 million.

Another danger to communities is
unexploded ordnance, old bombs and shells
that could kill or injure people who encounter
them. The cost of clearing these bombs is es-
timated at $15 billion by the Defense Science
Board. The consistent underfunding of this
challenge could begin to be addressed if it
had its own line item in the defense budget. I
call upon the Administration to create this line
item in the request it is preparing now for sub-
mission to Congress for FY02 funding.

More than a decade after the Soviet Union
collapsed, our investment in national defense
has returned to cold-war levels. During the
cold war, the United States spent an average
of $325 billion in current year dollars on the
military. This year’s budget resolution gave the
Pentagon $310 billion—95 percent of cold-war
levels and 52 percent of discretionary spend-
ing.

And now Monday’s Washington Post has a
front-page story stating that, starting now, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff plan to submit budget re-
quests that call for additional spending of
more than $30 billion a year through most of
this decade.

There is no reason to continue our reliance
on a cold-war economy. Our massive invest-
ments in weapons and bases could be re-
placed with massive investments in education
and health care and the other things that
make for livable communities. While we are
first in military expenditures among industri-
alized countries, we are 17th in low-birth-
weight rates, 21st in eighth-grade math scores
and 22nd in infant mortality.

The defense budget is large, certainly large
enough to fund the programs that are needed
for the people who serve and have served us
and for the environment. Instead, it spends too
much on duplicative weapons systems and
questionable technologies at a time when we
lead the world many times over in military
might. We need to get our priorities right.
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Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, during the de-

bate on the fiscal year 2001 Department of

Defense appropriations bill, there was a rather
rancorous debate about the future of the F–
22. I submit for the record a devastating cri-
tique of the F–22 written by retired Colonel
Everest Riccioni as well as a letter he wrote
correcting misstatements made during the
House floor debate.

Colonel Riccioni is not just any critic of the
F–22. His credentials are impeccable. He was
one of three legendary ‘‘Fighter Mafia’’ mav-
ericks who forced the Pentagon to produce
the F–16 to improve U.S. air superiority. He
served in the Air Force for 30 years, flew 55
different types of military aircraft, and worked
in the defense industry for 17 years managing
aircraft programs, including the B–2 bomber.

We should heed his warning that the F–22
will not work as advertised.

JUNE 8, 2000.
Representative RANDY CUNNINGHAM,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: Your
comments during yesterday’s floor debate re-
quire response. The comment about the F–15
not keeping up with the F–22 does not estab-
lish the existence of supercruise, and reflects
your lack of insight into supersonic cruise.
Cruise means the ability to cover distance
and it is not a speed. Proof of supercruise is
established by a number, specifically the
number of miles that can be covered while at
a supersonic Mach like 1.6. This number is
never forthcoming because few know the def-
inition of supercruise or are unwilling to re-
veal it.

The fact that the F–16 flown by General
Ryan could not keep up with the F–22 is
again an irrelevant speed statement on the
relative speed of the two aircraft. The re-
quirements for the F–16 specifically stated
that there was no requirement that it fly
faster than Mach 1.6, a fact probably un-
known to the general. Had the general been
flying a 40 year old F104A–19, he could have
flown formation with the F–22.

Pragmatic supersonic cruise is the ability
to sustain significant supersonic speeds (like
1. 6–1.8) for combat relevant distances. For
perspective, the original design mission for
the Advanced Tactical Fighter, cum F–22
was a 100 mile subsonic cruise-out to the
Russian border, 400 NM supersonic penetra-
tion at 1.6 Mach, consumption of the combat
fuel, a 400 nautical mile supersonic return to
the border at Mach 1.6, with a 100 NM return
to land with normal reserves.

A true measure of the super cruise poten-
tial of the F–22 is—the penetration super-
sonic distance that can be flown at 1.6 Mach
out and back, with the same 100 nautical
mile legs and the same fuel reserved for com-
bat and landing reserves. The supersonic
penetration distance is the validation of
supercruise. This number has not been estab-
lished. The supercruise potential of the F–22
remains unknown.

If that number is 50 NM it is a fruitless
achievement that the F–104 can easily fulfill
using its afterburner. A 100 NM penetration
can also be accomplished by the F–104A–19. A
200 NM penetration is not a great achieve-
ment; 300 NM means the F–22 is a pragmatic
supercruiser, 400 NM will remain a dream.
The distance number validates whether the
F–22 has it, nothing else.

Retention of the wrong definition will for-
ever retain confusion.

Sincerely,
COL. EVEREST RICCIONI,

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA.

THE F–22 PROGRAM—FACT VERSUS FICTION

(By Everest E. Riccioni, Col. USAF, Ret.)
THE DREAM

To provide the USAF Air Superiority for
the period following 2005.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-29T12:50:53-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




